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IN THE 



DocketNo.: 59182/P012US/10021641 

(PATENT) 

UNITED STATES PATENT AND T1RADEMARK OBTICE 



In re Patent Application of: 
Harry C. Blackmon et al. 

Confinnation No. : 905 1 

Application No.: 09/703,027 

Art Unit: 2661 

Filed: October 31, 2000 

For: ROmBRNETWORKPROTECnONU^^^ Exannner A. T. Ton 

^^i^^TT V T7Arn.rrY interfacts . 

APPFAT.BRIEg 

IAS Appeal Brief - Patents 
Commissioner for Patents 
PO. Box 1450 
Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 

Dear Sir: 

A, „qui«d under 5 41.37(.), .his brief is fii«. r.o months of^ Notice of 
^eal med in Ms ease o. November 24. 2004. and is i. f»«herance of said No„ce of 

Appeal, 

T^e fees r^uired »^ 5 41.2 WP). a=d any re^ P««ion f"-^^^' 
tor filing MS brief «^fe««h«efb». are deal. «i«.,in4e«=companymST^SMrrrAI. 

OF APPEAL BRIEF. 

Thisbrief contains iten^imderlhe foUowingheadings as requiredby 37 C.F.R- 

§ 41.37 and M.P.E.P. §1206: 

T Real Party In Interest 

n Related Appeals and Interferences 

jjj Status of Claims 

Tw Status of Amendments 

v' Summary ofaaimed Subject Matter 

VI. Grounds of Rejection to be Reviewed on Appeal 

Yjj Argument 

VTTT aaims 

25490464.1 

07/12/2005 BftBRfiHAl 00000087 0&23B0 0970302? 
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IX Evidence 

X. Related Proceedings 

Appendix A Claims 

I. REAL PARTY IN INTEREST 

The real party in interest for this appeal is: 

Chiaro Networks Ltd. 
n, KBIATEDAPPEAI^.INTERPERENCBS.ANDJUDiaAI,PR0CEEDINOS 

^ „e .0 Che, a^, -i<*">' ^''^^ 

^« or be dircoa, b, c. have a be«i«g on«.e Boaxd's ^on in ^ ^ 

m. STATUS OF CLAIMS 

A. Total Number ofClaims in Application 
There are 35 claims pending in application. 

B . Current Status of Claims 

1. Claims canceled: None 

2. Claimswitbdrawnfromconsiderationbutnotcanceled:None 

3. Claims pending: 1-35 

4. Claims allowed: None 

5. Claims rejected: 1-35 

C. Claims On Appeal 

The claims on appeal are claims 1-35. 
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IV STATUS OF AMENDMENTS 

ItisbeUevedthatallamendxnentshavebeenpxoperlyentcred. Hxe last amendments 
to the claims were presented and entered fiom a response to non-final action filed Apxxl 12. 
2004. Appellants filed a response after final rejection on Angost 24. 2004. wherem no 
amendments to the claims were made. 

However. inHie Advisory Action, the Examiner indicates that the amendments wiU 
not be entered and that such amendments axe not supported by the specificatron. Sec 
Advisory Actionatl-2. Appellant asserts that the amendments in question were entered ^er 
theresponse to nor^final office action ^dd^attheExaminermaynotatthis late .me . 
to enter the previously-entered amendments. It is asserted that the amendments cobbed 

■ ,.,7CFR §1121 anddidnotfallunder37C.F.R.§ 1-116. Thus, such 
with the reqmrements 37 C.l-.K. § i -i^'i anu , , - 

non-entryis improper. Accordingly, Appellant submits that the claims as presented m the 

Response to Final Office Action are correctly considered in this appeal. 

V SUMMARY OF CLAIMED SUBJECT MATTER 

According to claim 1. a router system (10. Figures 1 A-IC) configured for distributing 
information packets from multiple sources to multiple destinations within a network 

comprises: 

a plurality of input and output facilit, im«£»e circuit c«d. (1 1 ™i 12. Figure 1 A 
^ ICaplurality of linecard. (13 ^ lS.Ftgure. lAand IQ diffcr»t ton, .aid fccdrty 
circ* card^. s»d line cards being configure to p«fonn paclcet forw^ 
(page 16. Bnc IS trough P«= 17, line 14). »d wher»n each of «.d ,^t, 
in.»^.ci,cui.c«d,Uco,»teo.edtoon.andonl,oncsaidlinec.rd(S..F,^2»d4. 

-TCVFROM PACKET FORWARDING MODULF"). 

According to claim 5. a communication netwotic comprises a fin. ro«» syst»n (10. 
Figures lA-lC), said tot muter system comprises: 

a plurality of input and oufl« intetfece pom. each of said inptn and o«put intetfece 
pots consprising two paired duplicat. i^e circuit cards (e.g.. 1 1-OW and 1 1-0P,F^ 
'a, a Une card (.3 and 18, Figures lA and IC) different ftom said int^iice orcmt card, sard 
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linecardbemgconfiguredtoperfonnpacketforwardix^fimcd^^ 

page 17, line 14), and wherein said paired dupUcate interface circuit cards axe each connected 
Lparallelwith one and only one said line card (page9,lines 19-20), such that one and only 

one said line card is connected to each of said paired duplicate interface circuit cards (See 
Figures 2 and 4, "TO/FROM PACKET FORWARDING MODULE")- 

According to claim 23. amethod of distributing data stieams within a conununication 
system containing a pluraUty of router systems, said method comprises: 

receivmg duplicate data streams at two paired duplicate interfece circuit cards of a 
fixst router system (page 5, lines 3-5 ^d page 9. lines 4-18), deUvering said duplicate d^ 
streams from said two paireddupUcateinterfacecircuit cards to one and only o^^^^^ 

separate from said two paired dupUcate interface circuit cards (page 9. lines 19-20), 
eT—g said duphcate data streams in accordance with predetermined selects 
(p.ge9,line 20 th«>ughpagelO. line 5). andif one said dupUcate data stream sah^^^^ 
ritLa and the second said dupUcate datastream does not satisfy said crrtena,^ensel^^^ 

IdupUcatedatastreamthatsatisfressaidcriteriaanddiscardingsaiddu^^^^^^ 
t.atdosnotsatistysaidcriteria(page9.Une20throughpagelO,Une5).and^^^^^ 
aupUcate data streams satisfy said criteria, then arbitrarily selectingone Of said^^^^^^^ 

streams and axbit^ly discanUng the non-selected dupUcate data stream (page 19. hues 7- 
10). 

VI. GROUNDS OF OBJECTION TO BE REVIEWED ON APPEAL 
The grounds of rejection to be reviewed are: 

A First Ground of Rejection 

Clain. 1-10. 23. 24. 26-29. 34 and 35 ». ,^ected»rfer 35 U.S.C. 5 103(a) being 

unpatentable over Oren et al; 

B Second Ground of Rejection 

Clain. 1 1-22, 32, and 33 are r^ected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable 

over Oren in view oiRamaswami et al; 

4 
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C. Third Ground of Rejection 

Claims 25. 30, and 31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Oren in view of Bromley et al; and 

D. Fourth Ground of Rejection 

The Examiner asserts that the phrase, "one and only one," v^ch appears in various 
claims, is unsupported by the specification. 

It should be noted that on page 14 of the Final Office Action, the Examiner states. 
"Appellant's arguments with respect to claims 1-35 have been considered but are moot m 
view ofthe new groundsofrejection/'AppeUant understands this to mean that aU^^^ 
from the first Office Action thatwere not repeated in the Final Office Action axe replac^l by 

the new grounds of rejection. Accordingly. Appellant presents the above-recited grounds of 
rejection for review, which Appellant beUeves are the only grounds stiU asserted. 

vn. ARGUMENT 

A First Ground of Rejection 

Cain. 1-10. 23. 24. 26-29, 34. ^ 35 have been 35 U.S.C. § .03(a) as 

b.i„g«,p.,ei.«bleov«0™n«<.t (U.S.P«=.,No.5.844,887.hereimft.rO».). To 
^.abmaprimaftcieca^ of obvio>»n«s™to35U.S.C.S.03(a). three basic cnunam^ 

be met Firs, me« be aome auggesdon o, mottvatio». eite in U>c refe^nee .tad£» ,n 
fl^eknowledge gen=3llyavailable>o„neof ordinary »km in me a«.«.mcdily *e appbed 

reference, ^ee « K«ec* 947 F.2. 4S8. 20 USPQ2d 143. (Fed. Cir. S""^;"- 
^nstbeareasonableexpecutionofsucceaa. /-«Me,.*a„^C^../-..800F^109 .2 1 

USPQ 375 (Fed. Cir. 1986). Finally, ttie applied reference mua. «ach or augges. all the clarm 
h^Udons. ,„„«^.490F.2d981.180USPQ580(CCPA1974,. Without concedn.g 
^ second criterion. Appellant asserts that the Examiner-s r^ectioa of these datn. does not 

satisfy the first and third critma- 
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1. Improper Motivation 
The Examiner concedes that Oren does not expressly teach "wherein each f^ility 
interface circuit cards is connected to one and only one said line card." Final Office Action at 
2 However the Exannner asserts that "[alt the time of the invention, it would be obvious to 
a person of ordinary skill in the art to combine such an each of said fecihty interfece circuit 
cards is connected to one and only one said line card teaching in the instant claim with Oren." 
Final Office Action, at 3. Furthennore. the Examiner asserts that the motivation for domg so 
would have been "to provide a [sic] faster processing m a packet/ceU delivery network." I<L 

Ti^ references can be combined or modified is not sufficient to estabUsh a prima 
facie case of obviousness. See In re Mills, 916 F.2d 680, 16 USPQ2d 1430 (Fed. Cir. 1990). 
It is well settled that the prior art must suggest the desirabihty of the clahned inventron. 
Tn re Linter, 458 F.2d 1013. 1016. 173 USPQ 560. 562 (CCPA 1972). Orer, does not detad 
such desirabihty. Rather, the motivation suppUed by the Examiner is derived ftom the 
Appellant's disclosure. See Final Office Action at 3 (stating "it would have been obv.ous to 
Jnibine the instant claim and oren the invention as specified in this claim 1). 
or suggestion to make the claimed combination must be found in the prior art, not m 
Appellants' disclosure. .e Kaec*. 20 U.S.P.Q.2d 1438 (Fed. Cir. 1991). Thus,the 
^.otivationto combine provided by the Examiner is improper, as the motivation must be 
described in a prior art reference and must detaU the benefits of such a modification. 

In this case, the Examiner has impermissibly used knowledge fiom the Appellant's 
own invention to modify a prior art reference. Also. Appellant respectfi^Uy asserts that 
combining ^eanedknowledge fiom the Appellant'sdisclosurewith^ 
reference constitutes impermissible hindsight. See In re McLaugkhn, 170 U.S.C 209, 212 
(CCPA 1971). 

Moreover, in establishing obviousness under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a). the proposed 
modificationtothepriorartcaonotrenderthepriorartunsatisfactoryforitsmtended 

purpose. /„.eGor^o„.733F.2d 900.221USPQ1125(Fed.Cir.l984). teach^that 
its multiple connections provide redundancy, which is essential to its invention. See Or^ at 
Col 3 hues 5-7. Modi:fying in the mam^er suggested by the Bcaminer would reduce or 
eh^'atesuchredundancy. See Fig. iTdescription at Col. 19. line 56 of Oren. Accordingly. 
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the modification suggested by the Examiner would render the Oren system unfit for its 
intended purpose. The rejection of claims 1-10, 23. 24, 26-29, 34, and 35 under 35 U.S.C. § 
103(a) as unpatentable over Oren is respectfuUy traversed for the above reasons, and 
AppeUant asserts that the rejection is improper and should be reversed. 

2. Not All Limitations 
Claim 1 

The Examiner has stated that claims 1-10. 23. 24. 26-29. 34. and 35 are unpatentable 
over Oren. However, regarding claim I , the Examiner admits that Oren "failed to explicitly 
disclose wherein each of said facility interface circuit cards is comiected one and only one 
said line card." Final Office Action at 2. To cure this deficiency, the Examiner asserts that 
the disclosures of Figure 5 ofOren illustrate such a limitation. 

Appellant respectfully asserts that, on its face. Figure 5 oiOren shows a switching 
fabric with a plurality of port interface modules 50 each com^ected to multiple juncuon 
modules 52. Top input bus 90 andbottom input bus 94 each comtect to multiple junction 
modules 52. IT^e passage at Col. 11, lines 8-U of Oren describes that "Switching febric can 
also output a multicast cell, input on any physical port, to any combination of the 1 1 2 
possible physical output ports supported by switching fabric 150." Tins aspect of Or^ can 
only be accompUshed according to Fig. 5 if multiple junction module comiections arepresent 
for each input port interface module so that a cett can be routed to the correct output port. 
Because multiple junction module comxections mustbepresent for each input port interface 
module. Oren does not teach or suggest the limitation of each of said facility interface circurt 
cards is connected to one and only one said line card. Tl^erefore, Oren does not teach or 
suggest all of the limitations of claim 1. Accordingly, the rejection of claim 1 under 35 
U.S.C. § 103(a) is improper and should be reversed. 

Dependent claims 2-4 depend from claim 1. As such. Aey inherit all of the 
limitations of the base claim. Because the Oren ref^ence does not disclose all of the 
limitations of claim 1 the 35 U.S.C. § 1 03(a) rejections of record for claims 2-4 are not 
proper. Accordingly. AppeUant respectluUy asserts that the rqection of these clam^ 

improper and should be reversed. 
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Claim 5 

The Examiner asserts that claim 5 is unpatentable over Oren. See Final Office Action 
at 4 Claim 5 contains the limitaiion "wherein paired dupUcate interfece circuit cards ate 
each counected in parallel with one and only one said fee card, such that one and only one 
saidlinecardisconnectedtoeachofthepairedduplicateinterfaceciicuitcards." Oren 

discloses in Figure 5 a switching fabric with a plurality of port interface modules 50 each 
connected to multiple junction modules 52 . Top input bus 90 and bottom input bus 94 each 
connecttomultiplejunctionmodules52.TliepassageatCol,n.lines8-nof0..n 

describes that " Switching fabric can also output a muMcast cell, input on any physx<^ port, 
to any combination of the 112 possAle physical output ports supportedby sw^tchmg fabric 
150 " This aspect of Oren can only be accompUshed according to Fig. 5 if multiple junction 
module comxections are present for each inputport interface module so that a cell canbe 
routedtothecorrectoutputport. Because multiple junction module connections must be 
present for each input port interface module. does not teachor suggest the 1^^^^ 
each of said facility interface circuit cards is connected to one and only one saad bne card. 
Therefore. Oren does not teach or suggest all of the hmitations of claim 5. Because Oren 
does not teach or suggest all of the limitationsofclaim5,a35U.S.C.§103(a)rejecnon of 

this claim is not proper and should be reversed. 

Dependent claims 6-10 depend from claim 5. As such, they inherit all of the 
tadtalions of the base claim. Because the 0..n reference does not disclose all of the 
notations of claim 5. the 35 U.S.C § 103(a) rejections of record for claims 6-10 are not 
proper. Accordingly. Appellant respectfully asserts that the r^ection of these claims xs 
improper and should be reversed. 

Claim 23 

AppcUm. respectfully ttave.».s the Ex»m«r-s assertion tha the cUimed sabjee. 
n„«er<,fclata23is.r,pa«^koverOr^. The Examiner admits that Ore„ does not 
expUeiUy disclose ^ claimed limitation of "if one said dnpUcte data stream satisfies sard 
eritert. and d.e s«=ood said dupUcate dan. stream does not satisfy said ctiteria. then selectmg 
said duplicate d«a s«am that satisfies said criteria and discarding said dupBcate data stream 
that does not satis^ said criteria." See Fmal Office Action at 7. Ore„ discloses procedure. 



8 

25490464.1 



PAOE 10/21 • RCVD AT 7/11/2005 12:20:04 PM [Eastern Daylight TImeJ * SVR;USPTO-EFXRF-1/5 • DN]S:8729306 * CSI0:21 48558200 * DURATION (mm-ss):08-02 



07/11/2005 11:24 FAX 2148558200 FULBRIGHT & JAWORSKI 21011/021 



Docket No.: 59182/P012US/10021641 

Application No.: 09/703,027 . 

foroperationintheeventofafailuredetectedinafabriccaxd. Tlie procedure to be foUowed 
in Oren in the event of faUure is for an interface card attached to a defective card to transnut 
on tenninals in a redundant row. See Col 20, Unes 49-52 of Or«.. The tenninal switching 
between rowsisperformedbyamultiplexerdevicepmgranuned by the systemm^ger or 

host. See Col. 20. lines 53-55 of Oct. 

Appellant respectfuUy traverses the Examiner's assertion that this inherently discloses 
the linntation of claim 23 and impUes that the claimed dupUcate data stream does not meet 
the predetermined selection criteria because the failure occurs. The passage ftonr Oren does 
not teachaduplicate data streanr, but rather.teaches the same datastreamover an alternative 

path. Thus, there is no duplicate data stream to discard, and such claimed feature is not 
ix^erent in Otct. It isclear that oren does not discardadupUcate data stream that does n^ 

satisfypredeterminedselectioncriteriaasintheclaimedsubjectmatter.^^^^^^^ 
theOCTreferencedoesrK,tteachorsuggestalllimitationsofclaim23.the35U.S.C. § 

103(a) rejection of this claim is improper. 

Dependent claims 24. 26-29. 34. and 35 depend from claim 23. As such, they inh^t 
an oftheUmitationsofdiebase Claim. Because the OCT reference do^notdisclos^^ 

fl.e limitations of claim 23. the 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) rejections of record for clamis 24, 26-29, 
34. and 35 are not proper. Acconiingly. AppeUant respectfully asserts that the rejection of 

these claims is improper and should be reversed. 
B Second Ground of Rejection 

aaims 1 1-22, 32 and 33 have been r^ected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
patentable over Oren in view oiRan^an^i et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6.597,826). As these 
claims depend from claimsSand 23. they ir^heritanofthehmitationsof the bas^ 
Because the OCT reference doesnot teach or suggest all ofthelimitationsofcUm^S^^^^^^ 

and Ramas.an.i is not reliedupon as teaching or suggesting tiiese limitations, the 35 U.S.C. 
§ 103(a) rejections of recoidforclaimsll-22, 32, and 33 was notproper. Accordmgly, 

Appellant respectfully traverses the rqection of these ctaims. 
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C. Third Ground of Rejection 

Claiins25 30. and 31 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
patentable over'or^ in view of Bromley et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6.658.021). As these 
claims depend from claims 23. they inherit all of the limitations of the base claims. Because 
the Oren reference does not teach or suggest all of the limitations of claim 23. and 
Ramaswami is not reUed upon as teaching or suggesting these limitations, the 35 U.S.C. § 
103Ca) rejections of record for claims 25. 30, and 31 was not proper. Accordingly. Appellant 
respectfuUy traverses the Examiner's rejection of these claims. Accordingly. AppeUant 
respectfully asserts that the rejection of these claims is improper. 

D. Fourth Ground of Rejection 

-n^e Examiner asserts that the phrase, "one and only one." which appears in various 
claims (e.g..inclaiml."whereineachofsaidfacilityinterfececircuttcardsiscomiectedto 

one and only one said line card") is unsupported by the specification. See Advisory Action at 
2. Appellant traverses such remarks. 

First this remark, in its current form, is an improper rejection. AppeUants 
respectfuUy note that the Examiner must comply withM.P.E.P. § 707.07(d). which directs 
Ibat rejections must include the word, "reject" and must state the statutory basis therefor. 
Further, such rejection has not been seasonably made, m that the rejection has been asserted 
at this late time, and should have been made in an earUer office action. 

Second, the above-recited feature is supported by the specification, as described 
below Such a connection is shown in the drawmgs. See. for example. Figure 1 A, which 
illustrates that the only line card that facility circuit cards 1 1 -0 are comiected to is line card 
, 3-0. Thus, it is iUustrated that such interface circuit card is comiected to one and only one 

said line card. 

The Examiner asserts that each interface circuit card in Figure 1 A is comiected to 
each line card via the other interface circuit cards. However, such an assertion is mcorrect 
because theconnectionsdonotexist. ll.e passage in the instant specification at page 10, hne 
19 through page 1 1. line 3 describes the daisy chain data bus (item 105 of Figure 1 A). The 
passage recites, in part, "If for example packet forwarding module 13-1 were to f^X then 
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i^ut faciUty modules 11-lP and 11-lW send their traffic down databus 105 linking feciUty 
modules 11-2 and 11-3 to facility module U-4. which then switches those inputs to protect 
packet forwarding module 13-4." il.us, the passage describes that each interface circurt <^ 
is connected to the other interfece circuit cards. If interface circuit card 11-0 needs to send its 
information through channel 4 (and line card 13-4). then it must send the information to 
interface circuit card 1 1-4. which switches that information to line card 13-4. In other words, 
in this example, use of the daisy chain bus requires switching by one other interfece circuit 
card because each interface circuit card is onlyconnected to one line card. Toassert^^^^^^^^ 

example, interface circuit card U-O is counected to line card 13-4 through interface cmnnt 
card 1 1-4 not only stretches the meaning of "connected" unreasonably, but also ignores the 
.witching function performedby interface card 11-4. -merefore. the phrase, "one andonly 
one." as used in the claims, is clearly supported by the specification. 

Further, the Examiner asserts that such feature does not distinguish the claims over 
the cited art. In response. Appellant points to the arguments above that traverse the 35 U.S.C. 

§ 103(a) rejections of the claims. 

VnL CLAIMS 

A copy of th. claims involved in Ih. p.«=nt app«d i. a«ch«l hereto « App«.dix A. 
A. indicated above. *e claims in App««iix A do include fl» amendments ffled by AppcDan, 
on April 12, 2004. 

IX. EVIDENCE • 

♦ t«RR 1 no 1 131 orl.l32orenteredbyorreUeduponbythe 
No evidence pursuant to §§ lAiv, i.ui.wr i.ij 

examiner is being submitted. 

X. RELATED PROCEEDINGS 

No related proceedings are referenced in H. above, or copies of decisions in related 
proceedings are not provided, hence no Appendix is included. 
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Appellant beUeves a fee of $250.00 is due witii this response. However, if any 
additional fee is due, please charge our Deposit AccountNo. 06-2380. under OrderNo. 
59182/P012US/10021641 from which the undersigned is authorized to draw. 

Dated: January 24. 2005 Respectfully submitted. 

Thomas Kelton 
Registration No, : 54,2 14 
FULBRIGHT & JAWORSKI LX.P. 

2200 Ross Avenue, Suite 2800 
DaUas, Texas 75201-2784 
(214)855-7115 
(214) 855-8200 (Fax) 
Attorney for Appellant 
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AVPV.NDIX A 

aaims Involved in the Appeal of Application Serial No. 09/703.027 

1 (Previously Presented) A router system configured for distributing 
information packets fiom multiple sources to multiple destinations within a netwoxk, said 
louter system comprismg: 

aplurality of input and output facility interface circuit cards; 
a plurality of line cards different from said feciUty interfece circuit cards, said line 
cards being configured to perform packet forwarding fimctions; and 

wherein each of said faciUty interface circuit cards is connected to one and only one 
said line card. 

2 (PreriouslyPi«»t=d)Theroutcrsya=mofctoimlwherdnaredm»J™tpaii 
„t MUty rn^ ctam. c«ds is .o.^ in p«aUd «. e«=h said line «x4 th- 

,.d only <».e.a»d li«. e«d i. com».ed to each of »d paired CTCU.. 

cards. 

3 (Original) TTxe router system of claim 2 wherein said paired redundant 
interface circuit cards are configured to operate in a one-for^ne protection mode. 

4 (Original) The router system of claim 1, further comprising a control 
processorlocatedonsaidlinecard, wherein said control processor is configured to control 
factions of said line card and of said facility interfece circuit card comiected to said Ime 

card. 
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5. (Previously Presented) A commumcation network comprising a fiist router 
Systran, said first router system comprising: 

a plurality of input and output interfece ports, each of said ii^ut and output interfece 
ports comprising two paired dupUcate interface circuit cards; 

a line card different from said interface circuifcard, said line caidbeing configured to 
perform packet forwarding functions; and 

wherein said paired dupUcate interface circuit cards are each comiected in parallel 
with one and only one said line card, such that one and only .ne said line card is com^ected 

each of said paired dupUcate interface circuit cards. 

6 (Original) The communication network of claim 5 wherein said first router 
system is disposed inafplded configuration, such that eachofsaidpaired dupUcate int«^^ 

circuit cards contains duplex input and output interface ports. 

7 (Original) The communication network of claim 5 wherein said first router 
system is disposedinafolded configuration, such that each of said Une cards is configure 

perform both input and output packet forwarding functions. 

8 (Original) Thecommunicationnetworkofclaam 5 wherein said first router 
system comprises 320 input interface porte and 320 output interface potts. 
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9. (Original) The cotmnunication network of claim 5 further comprising a 
second router system, said second router system comprising: 

a plurality of input and output interface ports, each of said input and output interface 
ports comprising two paired dupUcate interface circuit cards; 

a line card different fiom said interface circuit card, said line card being configured to 
perform packet forwarding functions; 

wherein said paired dupUcate interface circuit cards are each comiected in parallel 
with one said line card, such that one said line card is connected to each of said pa^ 
duplicate interface circuit cards; and 

said second router system being interconnected with said first router system throu^ 
dupUcate datapaths, such that each of saidpaired dupUcate interfile circuit cards of s^d &st 
router system is intercomiected to one of said paired dupUcate interface circuit cards of said 
second router system through one of said dupUcate data paths. 

10 (OrigLoal) The communication network of claim 9 wherein each of said 
duplicate data palhs is config^d to carry d^lex data between said fix^ and said second 
router systems. 

1 1 (Original) The communication network of claim 5 wherein said first router 
system further comprises an optical switch having an N by M crossbar configmation. said 
optical switchbeing located within the coreofthe router system and havingaplurahtyo^ 
ingress ports andaplurality of egress ports. whereinNis the integer number ofingress ports 

and M is the integer number of egress ports of said optical switch. 

12. (Origmal) The communication network of claim 1 1 wheieinN is equal to M. 

13^ (Original) The communication network of claim U wherein N is not equal to 



M. 



10. 



14. 



(Original) The communication network of claim 12 wherem N is greater than 
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15. 

40. 

16 

60. 



(Original) The communication network of claim 14 wherdnN is greater than 
(Origiml) The communication network of claim 15 whereinN is greater than 



17. (Original) Thecommunicationnetworkofclaiml3whereinNandMare 
each greater than 10. 

18. (Original) Thecommumcationnetworkofclaiml7whereinNandMare 

each greater thiga 40. 

19. (Ori^) ThecommmucationnetworkofclaimlSv^ereinNandMare 

each greater than 60. 

20. (Original) THe communication network of claim 11 v;herein said first router 
system further comprises a plurality of said optical switches. 

21. (Original) Thecommunicationnetworkofclaim9whereineachofsaid 
dupUcate datapaths comprises an optical'fiber. 

22. (Original) The communication networic of claim 21 wherein each of said 
duplicate data paths comprises duplex optical fibers. 
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23. (PreviouslyPresented) Amethodofdistributingdatastieamswithina 
coinmumcation system contaimng a plurality of router systems, said method compiisiBg: 

receiving duplicate data streams at two paired dupKcate interface circuit cards of a 
first router system; 

delivering said dupUcate data streams fiom said two paired dupUcate interface circuit 
cards to one and only one line card separate ftom said two paired dupUcate interfece circuit 

cards; 

examining said duplicate data streams in accordance with predetermined selection 

criteria; and 

if one said dupUcate data stream satisfies said criteria and the second said dupUcate 
data stream does not satisfy said criteria, then selecting said duplicate data stream that 
satisfies said criteria and discarding said dupUcate data stream that does not satisfy said 
criteria; and 

ifbothof saiddupUcatedatastreams satisfy said criteria, then arbitrarily selecting one 
of said dupUcate data streams and arbitrarily discarding the non-selected duplicate data 
stream. 

24 (Original) The method of claim 23 wherein said dupUcate data streams are 
received through redundant data paths fiom a second router system within said 
communicatioii system. 

25 (Original) The method of claim 23 wherein said predetermined selection 
criteria include criteria selected fiom the group consisting of a SONET standard, a 
packet^ver-SONET protocol, and an ETHERNET protocol. 

26. (Original) The method of claim 23 wherein said examining, said selecting, 
and said discarding are performed at said Une card. 

27. (Original) The methodof claim 23 . further comprising performing packet 
forwarding. fimctioTis. 
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28. (Original) m method ofclaim 27 wherein said packet foxvmdingfvmctions 
are perfoimed at said line card. 

29 (Original) The method of claim 23 wherein said distribution of data streams is 
not interrupted by an occurrence selected from the group consisting of malfunction, failure, 
removal, and replacement of one of said two paired duplicate interfece circuit cards. 

30. (Original) The method of claim 23 wherein said received d^ streams 
comprise information packets enc^sulated into frames. 

31 COriginal) The method ofclaim 30, finther comprising extracting said 

^ •^fw.TT,,..: after receivine said data packets and before deUvermg 
information packets from said frames after receivmgsdiu f 

said data packets to said line card. 

32. " (Origmal)-niemethodofclaini24whereinsaidredundantdatapaths 

comprise optical fibers. 

33. (Original) TTae method of claim 32 wherein said redundant data paths 

comprise duplex optical fibers. 

34 (Origil»l)Thcmelhodofcl;dm24»hctd»K.«ang»Jdi«s=5acro5.3aid 

„„„n»nioad<». „«w»* ^ no, changed by occurr^c wiauB s»id fi« ro«« ^ 
„,e*dfe,md« group consisUBg of malfunction. «.«r.,«»«vA»Klr.pl»»^^^ 

p^»,edin^a,»ond™u«rs,««m3ndar.»o.b,o».c«,np3«or.sawhole.c„».^d 

communication network, 

35 (Otlpni*Tl»me«»dofcU«n.24whe«m««x«.r=nceof.fidteowi«Jn 

,«»«da™lccn«U»i i„dcp»d»flybye.chofs«dfin.,ou.«sys«n.andsa.ds«ond 
ro^ sys^n^ such d« co«ro. cuununic«ion b«w.en ,»id S« xou«r »ys»n »1 sa.d 

second router system is not required. 
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